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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Applicant's response to the last office action, filed February 2, 2008 has been 
entered and made of record. 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 01/28/2008 have been fully considered, but they are 
not persuasive. 

Remarks 

3. Regarding claims 1,10, and 24, Applicant's argues that the computer readable 
medium as defined by claims 1-24 of the subject application are nonobvious over and 
patentably distinguishable from Sussman et al. in view of Miyamoto. Furthermore, 
Miyamoto is non-analogous art and, as such, cannot serve as the basis for a rejection. 

However, in response to the Applicant's argument, First , the Examiner would like 
to point out that the Miyamoto is used to produce an understandable rational for linking 
the two references, where Miyamoto teaches a concentration ratio of the liquid which 
provide just a number in form of ratio (example 10:1) which would provide Sussman's 
moving window and histogram equalization system the improving of image quality. 
Therefore, both Sussman and Miyamoto deal with the improving of image quality in the 
foregoing image, which make the two references analogous to each other. Second, in 
response to the applicant's arguments that the computer readable medium as defined 
by claims 1-24 of the subject application are nonobvious over and patentably 
distinguishable from Sussman et al. in view of Miyamoto, the Examiner would like to 
point out the following precision: 
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Sussman et al. teaches a moving-window, histogram equalization method of 
processing images (column 25, line 44-47), system (column 2, line 40-41), and 
computer program (column 6, line 26-30), the method comprising; breaking the image 
into a plurality of tiles (column 6, line 39-41); processing each of the plurality of tiles by 
(column 5, line 59-60), (it is read that the image processor is processing the plurality of 
tiles) by obtaining a control parameter (column 27, line 35-37); determining a histogram 
for one of the plurality of tiles (column 9, line 21-23), (the determining of histogram is 
read as the same concept as the determining of a histogram area), determining an area 
of the image that includes the one of the plurality of tiles and information outside the one 
of the plurality of tiles (column 10, line 15-18); creating a first output by performing a 
histogram equalization on the area (column 9, line 21-23); creating a second output 
based on the control parameter and the first output (column 15, line 64-67); and using 
the second output to process the one of the plurality of tiles (column 16-line 1-3). 

Sussman et al. do not explicitly teach the concentration ratio. 

Miyamoto teaches the concentration ratio (paragraph [0030], line 8-10). 

All of the moving window, histogram equalization method of processing images is 
known in Sussman et al. and Miyamoto references. The only difference is the 
combination of the concentration ratio with the histogram equalization method and 
processing images. 

In addition the KSR states: "All the claimed elements were known in the prior art 
and one skilled in art could have combined the elements as claimed by known methods 
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with no change in their respective functions, and the combination would have yield 
predictable results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention" 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to use the 
concentration ratio though by Miyamoto which is just value number in form of ratio in the 
histogram equalization method of processing images though by Sussman et al., since 
the concentration ratio which is just a value number in form of ratio can be used in 
histogram equalization method of processing images to achieve a predictable result of 
improving the image quality in the forgoing image forming method (paragraph [0015], 
line 1-3). 

Therefore, the rejection of claims 1,10, and 24 is good and should be sustained. 

b) Regarding claims 3 and 13, Applicant's argues that the deficiencies in the 
combination of Sussman et al. and Miyamoto are not overcome by further combination 
with Swada et al. Moreover, Sawada et al., alone or in combination with Sussman et al. 
and Miyamoto, fail to teach all the limitations of the claimed invention. 

However, in response to the Applicant's argument, the Examiner disagrees for 
the following reason: 

Sussman et al. and Miyamoto disclose all the subject matter as described above 
in a. Sussman et al. and Miyamoto do not explicitly mention the creating of the first and 
second look-up table. Sawada et al., teaches an image processing apparatus, where 
creating the first lookup table (column 4, line 9-12), and the second lookup table 
(column 4, line 15-17). In addition the Ksr states: "All the claimed elements were known 
in the prior art and one skilled in art could have combined the elements as claimed by 



Application/Control Number: 10/763,128 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2624 

known methods with no change in their respective functions, and the combination would 
have yield predictable results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention". 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to use the 
image processing apparatus though by Sawada et al., where creating the first and 
second lookup table, in the histogram equalization method as shown in Sussman et al. 
reference, the process of creating of lookup table could be used in combination with the 
method of moving window to achieve the predictable results of transferring a digital 
image faster to suit the needs of print engine to print the object in real time (column 3, 
line 8-9). 

Therefore, the rejection of claims 3 and 13 is good and should be sustained. 

c) Regarding claims 11 and 21, Applicant's argues that Hanna does not teach 
using a concentration ration CR as defined in the subject application. Furthermore, the 
deficiencies in the combination of Sussman et al. and Miyamoto are not overcome by 
further combination with Hanna. 

However, in response to the Applicant's argument, the Examiner disagrees for 
the following reason: 

As described in a) Sussman et al. and Miyamoto teaches all the limitation of 
claims 10 and 20. Sussman et al. and Miyamoto do not explicitly mention the coupling 
of the printer to the processor. Hanna, teaches a digital copying system using a high- 
speed data bus without the use of data buffers, where the printer is coupled to the 
processor (column 3, line 14-16). In addition, the Ksr states: "All the claimed elements 
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were known in the prior art and one skilled in art could have combined the elements as 
claimed by known methods with no change in their respective functions, and the 
combination would have yield predictable results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention". 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to use the 
coupling system of the printer to the processor as though by Hanna, in the moving 
window of processing image as shown by Sussman et al. since the coupling of the 
printer to the process could be used in the moving window of processing image to 
achieve a predictable result of transferring a digital image faster to suit the needed of 
print engine to print the object in real time 9column 3, line 8-9). 

d) Regarding claims 12 and 22, Applicant's argues that Safai does not teach a 
concentration ratio Cr as defined in the subject application. Furthermore, the 
deficiencies in the combination of Sussman et al. and Miyamoto are not overcome by 
further combination with Safai. 

However, in response to the Applicant's argument, the Examiner disagrees for 
the following reason: 

As described in a) Sussman et al. and Miyamoto teaches all the limitation of 
claims 10 and 20. Sussman et al. and Miyamoto do not explicitly mention the coupling 
of the image capture device to the processor. Safai, teaches a digital camera, where the 
imaging unit imaging unit is connected to the digital image processor (Fig. 2A, 
paragraph [0035], line 3-5). In addition the Ksr states: "All the claimed elements were 
known in the prior art and one skilled in art could have combined the elements as 
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claimed by known methods with no change in their respective functions, and the 
combination would have yield predictable results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention". 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to use the 
coupling system of the image capture device to the processor as though by Safai, in the 
moving window of processing image as shown by Sussman et al. since the coupling of 
the image capture to the process could be used in the moving window of processing 
image to achieve a predictable result to have available components that can be used by 
a variety of digital camera manufacturers, regardless of their specific image sensor, 
color interpolation scheme (paragraph [0010], line 2-4). 

Therefore, the rejection of claims 12 and 22 is good and should be sustained. 

e) Regarding claim 23, Applicant's argues that Paik et al. do not teach using a 
concentration ratio CR as defined in the subject application. Furthermore, Miyamoto 
does not teach or suggest the use of concentration ratio as defined by the subject 
matter. Moreover, Miyamoto is non-analogous art that may not form a basis for rejecting 
the claimed subject matter. 

However, in response to the Applicant's argument, the Examiner disagrees for 
the following reason: 

First , the Examiner would like to point out that the Miyamoto is used to produce 
an understandable rational for linking the two references, where Miyamoto teaches a 
concentration ratio of the liquid which provide just a number in form of ratio (example 
10:1) which would provide Paik's method of processing an image the improving of 
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image quality. Therefore, both Paik and Miyamoto deal with the improving of image 
quality in the foregoing image, which makes the two references analogous to each 
other. Second, in response to the applicant's arguments that Miyamoto is non- 
analogous art that may not form a basis for rejecting the claimed subject matter; the 
Examiner would like to point out the following precision: 

Paik et al. teaches a method of processing an image, comprising: capturing an 
image of an object (column 8, line 49-56); and applying controlled, equalization to an 
image generated by the image capture device 9column 10, line 6-16). 

Paik et al. do not explicitly mention the use of a concentration ratio. 

Miyamoto teaches the concentration ratio (paragraph [0030], line 8-10). 

All the processing system of an image which comprises the applying controlled, 
equalization to an image captured by the image capture device is known by Paik and 
Miyamoto references. The only difference is the combination of the concentration ratio 
with the histogram equalization method and processing images. 

In addition the KSR states: "All the claimed elements were known in the prior art 
and one skilled in art could have combined the elements as claimed by known methods 
with no change in their respective functions, and the combination would have yield 
predictable results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention" 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to use the 
concentration ratio though by Miyamoto which is just value number in form of ratio in the 
method of processing images though by Paik et al., since the concentration ratio which 
is just a value number in form of ratio can be used in the method of processing images 
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to achieve a predictable result of improving the image quality in the forgoing image 
forming method (paragraph [0015], line 1-3). 

Therefore, the rejection of claims 13 is good and should be sustained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC S 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1, 4-6, 10, 14-16, 20, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Sussman et al. (US 5,686,960) in view of Miyamoto (US- 
PGPUB 2002/0175986). 

(1) Regarding claims 1, 10, and 24: 

Sussman et al. disclose a moving-window, histogram equalization method of 

processing images (column 25, line 44-47), system (column 2, line 40-41), and 

computer program (column 6, line 26-30), the method comprising: 

breaking the image into a plurality of tiles (column 6, line 39-41); and 
processing each of the plurality of tiles by (column 5, line 59-60), (it is read that 

the image processor is processing the plurality of tiles) by obtaining a control parameter 

(column 27, line 35-37); 
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determining a histogram for one of the plurality of tiles (column 9, line 21-23), 
(the determining of histogram is read as the same concept as the determining of a 
histogram area). 

determining an area of the image that includes the one of the plurality of 
tiles and information outside the one of the plurality of tiles (column 1 0, line 1 5-1 8); 

creating a first output by performing a histogram equalization on the area 
(column 9, line 21-23); 

creating a second output based on the control parameter and the first 
output (column 15, line 64-67); and 

using the second output to process the one of the plurality of tiles (column 1 6-line 

1-3). 

Sussman et al. do not explicitly mention the determining of a concentration ratio. 

Miyamoto, in analogous environment, teaches an image forming process and 
image forming apparatus, where determining the concentration ratio (paragraph [0030], 
line 8-1 0), (it is read that the concentration ratio is just number in form of ratio). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the system of Miyamoto, where determining the 
concentration ratio which is just a number if form of ratio, in the system of Sussman et 
al. in order to further improve the image quality in the forgoing image forming method 
(paragraph [0015], line 1-3). 
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(2) Regarding claims 4 and 14: 

Sussman et al. further disclose the method, and system (column 2, line 40-41), 
where the area includes the one of the plurality of tiles (column 10, line 17-18), (the 
examiner interpreted that the tiles are included in the area) and one or more portions of 
other tiles in the plurality of tiles (column 24, line 50-53), (it is read that the portion of 
tiles are included in the subdivided areas). 

(3) Regarding claims 5 and 15: 

Sussman et al. further disclose the method, and system (column 2, line 40-41), 
where obtaining the first control parameter includes obtaining a control parameter from 
a user (column 44, line 57-60), (it is read that the removing of the undesirable motion 
blur from the real time image by the user includes the control parameter). 

(4) Regarding claims 6 and 16: 

Sussman et al. further disclose the method, and system (column 2, line 40-41), 
where determining a concentration ratio for the one of the plurality of tiles includes 
scaling a concentration ratio value (column 26, line 25-34). 

(5) Regarding claim 20: 

Sussman et al. disclose an image processing system (column 2, line 40-41), 
comprising: 

an image capture device operable to output an image (column 5, line 37-39, and 
column 16, line 14-16); and 
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a controlled, equalization processor coupled to the image capture device, the 
processor configured to break the image into a plurality of tiles and process each of the 
plurality of tiles (column 5, line 59-60) by 

determining an area of the image that includes the one of the plurality of tiles and 
information outside the one of the one or more tiles (column 10, line 15-18); 

creating a first output by generating a histogram of the area (column 9, line 21- 

23); 

creating a second output based on the control parameter and the first output 
(column 15, line 64-67); and 

using the second output to process the one of the plurality of tiles (column 16, 
line 1-3). 

Sussman et al. do not explicitly mention the determining of a concentration ratio. 

Miyamoto, in analogous environment, teaches an image forming process and 
image forming apparatus, where determining the concentration ratio of the liquid 
(paragraph [0030], line 8-10), (the determining of a concentration ratio of the liquid is 
read as the same concept as the determining of concentration ratio of tiles, since the 
ratio concentration is a number in form of ratio). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the system of Miyamoto, where determining the 
concentration ratio which is just a number if form of ratio, in the system of Sussman et 
al. in order to further improve the image quality in the forgoing image forming method 
(paragraph [0015], line 1-3). 



Application/Control Number: 10/763,128 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2624 

6. Claims 3 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sussman et al., and Miyamoto, as applied to claims 1 and 10 above, and further in view 
of Sawada et al. (US 7,023,582). 

Sussman et al., and Miyamoto disclose all the subject matter as described in 
claim 1. 

Sussman et al., and Miyamoto do not explicitly mention the creating of the first 
output includes creating a first look-up table and creating the second output includes 
creating a second look-up table. 

Sawada et al., in analogous environment, teaches an image processing apparatus, 

where creating the first output (column 4, line 10), (the generating of the first address is 
read as the creating of the first output) including creating of the first look-up table 
(column 4, line 9-12), and the creating of the second output (column 4, line 17), (the 
generating of the second address is read as the creating of the second output) including 
creating second look-up table (column 4, line 15-17). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the system of Sawada et al., where creating the first and the 
second look-up table, in the system of Sussman et al. in order to realize the 
reproduction of a black character, and elimination of instability of dark color reproduction 
(column 2, line 1-3). 
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7. Claims 11 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sussman et al., and Miyamoto, as applied to claims 10 and 20 above, and further 
in view of Hannah (US 5,859,710). 

Sussman et al., and Miyamoto disclose all the subject matter as described in 
claims 10 and 20 above. 

Sussman et al., and Miyamoto do not explicitly mention the coupling of the printer 
to the processor. 

Hannah, in analogous environment, teaches a digital copying system using a 
high-speed data bus without the use of data buffers, where the printer is coupled to the 
processor (column 3, line 14-16). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the system of Hannah, where the printer is coupled to the 
processor, in the system of Sussman et al. in order to transfer a digital image faster to 
suit the needs of print engine to print the object in real time (column 3, line 8-9). 

8. Claims 12 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sussman et al., and Miyamoto, as applied to claims 10 and 20 above, and further 
in view Safai (US-PGPUB 2003/0048361 ). 

Sussman et al., and Miyamoto disclose all the subject matter as descried in 
claims 10 and 20 above. 

Sussman et al., and Miyamoto do not explicitly mention that the image capture 
device is coupled to the processor. 
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Safai, in analogous environment, teaches a digital camera, where the digital 
camera includes an imaging unit connected to a digital image processor (Fig. 2A, 
paragraph [0035], line 3-5), (the connecting of the imaging unit to the processor is read 
as the same concept as coupling the imaging unit to the processor). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the system of Safai, where the image capture device and the 
processor are coupled, in the system of Sussman et al. in order to have available 
components that can be used by a variety of digital camera manufacturers, regardless 
of their specific image sensor, color interpolation scheme (paragraph [0010], line 2-4). 

9. Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Paik et 
al. (US 6,163,621 ) in view of Miyamoto (US-PGPUB 2002/0175986). 

Paik et al. disclose a method of processing an image, comprising: 

Capturing an image of an object (column 8, line 49-56); and 

Applying controlled, equalization to an image generated by the image capture 
device (column 10, line 6-16). 

Paik et al. do not explicitly mention that the controlled, histogram equalization 
uses a concentration ratio. 

Miyamoto, in analogous environment, teaches an image forming process and 
image forming apparatus, where using a concentration ratio of the liquid (paragraph 
[0030], line 8-10), (the using of concentration ratio of the liquid is read as the same 
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concept as the determining of concentration ratio of tiles, since the ratio concentration is 
a number). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the system of Miyamoto, where using the concentration ratio 
of the liquid, in the system of Sussman et al. in order to further improve the image 
quality in the forgoing image forming method (paragraph [0015], line 1-3). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

10. Claims 2, 7-9, and 17-19 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Contact Information: 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Amara Abdi whose telephone number is (571)270-1670. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 8:00 Am to 4:00 PM 
E.T.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jingge Wu can be reached on (571) 272-7429. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Amara Abdi/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2624 
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